STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


ROCKINGHAM, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 


JOHN M. FORMELLA, ATTORNEY GENERAL 
V. 
CHRISTOPHER HOOD; LEO CULLINAN; AND, 
THE NATIONALIST SOCIAL CLUB 
(AN UNINCORPORATED ASSOCIATION) 


DOCKET # 218-2023-CV-00086 


DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS 


NOW COMES the Defendant Christopher Hood and Nationalist Social Club and 
respectfully requests that this Honorable Court dismiss the above captioned complaint. 
As grounds therefore, Defendant says: 

I. The Complaint Fails to State a Claim upon which Relief can be Granted 

Count 1 of the Complaint claims a trespass, but none of the acts alleged in the 
complaint constitute a trespass under the various laws and ordinances relied upon by the 
Attorney General. This Motion will address the elements of trespass, both civil and 
criminal, as well as the other grounds for the plaintiffs claims of trespass. 

Criminal Trespass 

Under New Hampshire Revised Statutes 635:2, a criminal trespass occurs if: 

...(b) The person knowingly enters or remains: (1) In any secured 

premises; (2) In any place in defiance of an order to leave or not to enter 

which was personally communicated to him by the owner or other 

authorized person; or (3) In any place in defiance of any court order 


restraining him from entering such place so long as he has been properly 
notified of such order. 


The claim of criminal trespass is not satisfied because even if we assume, purely 
arguendo, that hanging a banner on public property could potentially constitute a 
trespass, a completed trespass satisfying all the elements would require that the activity 
continue after being warned to refrain from it. Paragraphs 21 and 22 of the complaint 
alleges: 

21. “Officer Loureiro and Officer Caldwell informed the defendant that 

they cannot hang banners from the overpass without a permit because it 

violates a city ordinance, City of Portsmouth, NH Ordinances §§ 9.503, et 

seq.” 

22. “Following this discussion, the defendant gave instructions to the 

group members who removed the zip ties and removed the banner from 

the overpass fence.” 

The complaint clearly states the defendant complied with the orders and took the 
banner down. Thus, an essential element of criminal trespass, defiance of an order or 
warning, is absent and in fact contrary to the pleading. This disqualifies any claim for 
criminal trespass. 

Civil Trespass 


Civil trespass is defined for purposes of NH law as the Restatement (Second) of 


Torts § 158 (1965) See, e.g,, Case v. St. Mary’s Bank, 164 N.H. 649, 658 (2013). The 


Restatement (Second) of Torts § 158 provides in relevant part, “one is subject to liability 
to another for trespass ... if he intentionally fails to remove from the land a thing which 
he is under a duty to remove.” Once again assuming arguendo that hanging a banner off 
the side of a highway overpass could potentially be the basis of a trespass, the claim of 
civil trespass fails for the same reason as the criminal trespass and in accordance with the 
same pleading allegations as stated above. The defendants removed the item upon 


request. 


The Portsmouth NH City Ordinance 
The Attorney General's complaint also cites to Portsmouth, NH city ordinance SS 


9.503, which states: 


No person shall install or maintain any public way obstruction which in 
whole or in part rests upon, in or over any public sidewalk, except 
newsracks, without first applying for an being granted a license from the 
City Council. The license application shall include the following: (1) The 
physical dimensions of the public way obstruction; (2) The name, address 
and telephone number of the person or company responsible for the 
obstruction; and (3) A diagram showing the location of the obstruction and 
the dimensions of the sidewalk upon which it is to be located. 


The Portsmouth City Ordinance §§ 9.503 has no applicability to the facts plead in 
this matter. The complaint makes no reference to the obstruction or obstructing of a 
sidewalk. Moreover, there is no allegation that that any item (whether an obstruction or 
not) was “upon, in or over” a sidewalk. Finally, this ordinance is quite obviously a 
licensing regulation that, even if it were violated (and defendants do not by any means 
concede that it was) would not constitute a trespass under any legal definition. 
RSA 236:27 

The complaint mentions RSA 236:27 which is again a commercial regulation. The 
complaint states in paragraph 4 in pertinent part that 

In displaying these banners, the defendant trespassed onto property...and 

the trespass violated city ordinance(s) and state law(s) governing posting 

materials on public property without permits and displaying signs and 


other materials on or over roadways.” 


NH 236:27 provides: 


Chapter 236 - HIGHWAY REGULATION, 
PROTECTION AND CONTROL REGULATIONS 
Section 236:27 - Unauthorized Posting and 
Advertising. 


236:27 Unauthorized Posting and Advertising. — If any person shall in 

any manner paint, put upon or affix to a bridge, fence, or other structure, 

or upon a rock or other natural object, the property of another, without his 

consent, any device, trademark, advertisement, or notice, he shall be guilty 

of a violation. 

This provision, which appears to be limited in its scope to commercial 
advertising, trademarks, sales notices, and the like, is simply not cognizable as a civil or 
criminal trespass claim. It appears to be simply a commercial regulation punishable by at 
most a $50.00 fine'. The Attorney General’s reliance on this regulation and of the 
Portsmouth city ordinance begs the question whether if, assuming the applicability of 
these regulations to these facts and circumstances, the Defendants had obtained a permit 
or license in accordance with these restrictions such compliance would insulate the 
Defendants’ communication from the Attorney General’s Civil Rights enforcement? If 
not, then these regulations have no relevance to this matter. If compliance would negate 
the Civil Rights claims, then this case has nothing to do with the content of the 
communication and is at best a licensing matter. 

The above problem arises out of the misconstruction of the NHCRA by the 
Attorney General. The claim of trespass in this matter confuses trespass as traditionally 
defined both in the criminal and civil context with its use in the NHCRA. The complaint 
is premised upon a theory that the NHCRA prohibits a trespass to property to express an 
unlawful communication, whereas the NHCRA more narrowly uses trespass in the 
context of acts or declarations — regardless of the method of delivering them -- that 
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threaten trespass upon property to inflict harm. The Act provides: “ “threatened damage 


l It is difficult to determine the penalty for this regulation, but it either has no penalty 
provision in accordance with its terms or it carries a $50 dollar civil fine in accordance 
with RSA 625:9. 
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to or trespass on property’ ” is a communication, by physical conduct or by declaration, 
of an intent to inflict harm on a person or a person’s property by some unlawful act with 
an intent to terrorize or coerce.” 
The above misconstruction of the statute leads to such absurdities as Paragraph 
30-31 of the Complaint stating: 
30. “The Defendant’s conduct disrupted the lawful activities of motorists on 
Route 1 in Portsmouth because the defendant’s banner disrupted the safe 
operation upon the highways and subjected motorists to trespass motivated by 


race.” 


31. The Defendant’s action constituted a violation of the Civil Rights Act, RSA 
354-B:1.” 


Count II: Conspiracy to Commit Trespass Under the New Hampshire Civil Rights 
Act 


Paragraph 35 of the Complaint claims in pertinent part that the Defendants “came 
prepared to violate the Civil Rights Act by trespassing on public property with banners.” 

As discussed above, the essence of the conspiracy claim (as with the trespass 
claim) is the spurious notion that the acts of the Defendants constituted a trespass grafted 
upon the tortured reading of the statute whereby the Civil Rights Act is construed to 
restrict how a message is delivered as opposed to whether the message violated the 
narrow prohibitions of the Civil Rights Act by threatening a trespass or other harms as 
defined by the statute. 

An essential element of the New Hampshire Civil Rights Statute (“NHCRS”) is “a 
communication...of an intent to inflict harm on a person or a person’s property.” The 
pleading by the Attorney General is entirely devoid of any allegation of a communication 


evidencing intent to inflict harm or damage to persons or property. 


Below is a sampling of the Plaintiff’s flailing attempts to articulate how any 
conduct or communication of the defendants could be construed as an “intent to inflict 
harm or damage to persons or property.” Paragraph 5 states: 

The slogan on the banners, “Keep New England White,” was plainly 

motivated by race. The only reasonable interpretation is that the slogan 

and group’s intention was to discourage people of color from residing in 

the New England region ... or visiting and making them feel unwelcome 

and unsafe. 

The above paragraph 5 of the Complaint is the first of several assertions in the 
complaint that the Defendants were “motivated by race.” (See also, Para. 6, “trespass 
motivated by race”; Para. 30 “trespass motivated by race”). But expression motivated by 
race alone does not satisfy the statute (NHCRA). It requires specific actual or threatened 
conduct that the statute defines as follows: 

“Threatened physical force” and “threatened damage to or trespass on property” is 
a communication, by physical conduct or by declaration, of an intent to inflict harm on a 
person or a person’s property by some unlawful act with a purpose to terrorize or coerce.” 
NH Civil Rights Act Section 354-B:1 

The Plaintiff’ s complaint is thus based on a further inverted reading of the statute. 
Instead of scrutinizing the communication of the Defendant for a threat to harm a person 
or to harm a person’s property, it instead substitutes a subjective standard into the statute 
of whether any person receiving the communication would feel “unwelcome” or 
uncomfortable or vaguely “unsafe.” What physical harm to any person was threatened in 


this matter? What was the threatened damage to property? What unlawful acts of harm to 


persons or property were communicated? 


As will be discussed more fully below, the communication involved in this matter 
Is an expression, and a rather crude one, of group identity or identitarianism that is all too 
common in our current culture and spans the entire political, ethnic and religious 
spectrum: White, Black, Asian, Christian, Muslim etc. (See the attached Exhibits and 
constitutional discussion below for examples). Whatever one may think of this identity 
expression in general, a distaste for such expression and discomfort with tt does not 
transform such expression into a violation of the NH Civil Rights Act. The Attorney 
General simply has not and cannot plead a threatened harm to a person or a person's 
property sufficient to satisfy the statute and the Complaint should be dismissed for failure 
to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 
II. The Complaint Seeks to Limit Constitutionally Protected Speech 

The Complaint in this matter construes the NH Civil Rights Act such that the 
communication in question “Keep New England White” constitutes a “declaration, of an 
intent to inflict harm on a person or a person’s property by some unlawful act with a 
purpose to terrorize or coerce.” If this construction of the statute is adopted, it raises a 
host of constitutional free speech issues including vagueness, overbreadth, and the well- 
established protections for even unprotected categories of free speech. This motion will 
discuss these each of these issues. 
OVERBREADTH 

A statute is overbroad if in addition to restricting activities which may be 
constitutionally prohibited it also encompasses within its coverage speech or conduct 
which is protected by the guarantees of free speech or association. Thornhill v. Alabama, 


310 U.S. 88 (1940). Overbreadth is an exception to the usual requirement of standing and 


does not require that the governmental action be “as applied” against the litigant raising it 
who is entitled to assert the constitutional rights of others potentially affected by a law or 
by a particular construction of a law. 

The overbreadth doctrine has two primary concerns: 1) the chilling effect of 
limiting protected speech. See, e.g., Arnett v. Kennedy, 461 U.S. 134 (1974) and 2) 
selective enforcement by authorities, i.e., enforcement that discriminates against certain 
points of view. Overbreadth can be easily determined when the prohibitions in a statute 
can be readily applied to a substantial number of other situations where the expression 
would be clearly constitutional. Sullivan & Gunther, “Cases and Materials on 
Constitutional Law” at p. 1346 (14® ed. 2001). 

The problem of overbreadth in this matter as applied to the defendants is readily 
illustrated by the like or similar expressions of racial identity attached to this Motion as 
just a few of the many examples available from across the public spectrum: 

Exhibit 1 - “KEEPING HARLEM BLACK” 

This was an internet notice by Stanford University for a sponsored event featuring 
a discussion of “historic preservation” and “the threat gentrification poses to black culture 
and agency by uprooting and displacing people of color from places like Harlem or 
Oakland.” 

Discussion: This message, published on the internet, has a far broader reach into 
New Hampshire than anything anyone can hang off a highway overpass. Its message of 
Keeping Harlem Black (and Oakland CA and other places too) is no less “race 


motivated” than the Defendants’ message in this matter. It is virtually indistinguishable 


from the message in this case and just as susceptible to the wild claim that it violates the 
civil rights of the public by making them feel unwelcome or uncomfortable. 
Exhibit 2 — “SAVE CHINATOWN” 

This was an internet notice sponsored by a Variety of groups including “Asian 
Americans United” and states within its text description that “our community is worth 
fighting for” and “Thanks to the community that has fought for generations to preserve 
this neighborhood, Chinatown is one of the few remaining communities of color ...” 

Discussion: This message, published on the internet, also has a far broader reach 
into New Hampshire than a banner on a highway overpass. Its message of Save 
Chinatown and its text regarding preserving “communities of color” is no less race or 
identity motivated than the Defendants’ message in this matter. It in fact contains several 
references to “fighting” and is even more susceptible to the interpretation that it 
contemplates unlawful acts the Attorney General claims is conveyed by the Defendants’ 
message. 

Exhibit 3 — “KEEP AMERICA CHRISTIAN” 

This is an internet advertisement by Redbubble for a T-Shirt bearing the legend 
“Keep America Christian.” 

Discussion: This message, published on the internet, together with the T-Shirt 
that can be worn anywhere, again has a far broader reach into New Hampshire than a 
banner on a highway overpass. Its message of Keeping America Christian is virtually the 
same, in the context of religion, as the Defendants’ message in this matter. It is just as 
susceptible to the Attorney General’s interpretation that, to paraphrase Para. 5 of the 


Complaint: “The only possible interpretation is that the slogan ... is to discourage [non- 


Christians] from residing in or visiting and making them feel unwelcome and unsafe in 
[America] ... by discouraging them from exercising their right [to exercise freedom of 
religion]. 

Exhibit 4 - “KEEP BOSTON IRISH” 

This is a photo circulating on the internet from a recent St. Patrick’s Day Parade 
in Boston. Although the banner in this photo was not posted in New Hampshire, the reach 
of the internet certainly encompasses the State and all New England. 

Discussion: This message of ethnic identity and neighborhood preservation 
would potentially have an “unwelcome” effect on anyone in New Hampshire 
contemplating residing in or visiting Boston, including white persons of non-Irish 
lineage. It is ultimately no different than the “Keeping Harlem Black” and “Save 
Chinatown” messages discussed above and of course no different than the defendants’ 
message in this matter. 

Exhibit 5 - “BLACK POWER” 

This message of “Black Power” with a raised fist has been around since the 
1960’s in the form of signs, banners, posters, t-shirts, and countless other forms 
throughout the country and the world. 

Discussion: This message, “Black Power” with a raised fist, is at least as 
menacing as the Defendants’ message and perhaps more so given the raised fist. Its 
display has never been the basis of any civil rights violation in any jurisdiction including 
New Hampshire, although based upon the reasoning in the Complaint one can easily 
imagine such a prosecution by the current Attorney General if the message was 


transformed to “White Power.” 
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The above represent only a sampling of the countless examples of identity appeal 
and community preservation slogans that regretfully flourish in a time of rapid social and 
demographic change. The interpretation and application of the statute urged by the 
Attorney General would, if adopted, potentially outlaw all of them and of course would 
invite selective enforcement based on the political leanings of law enforcement. The 
statute if applied this way, is a textbook example of overbreadth. 

VAGUENESS 

Defendants contend that if the NH Civil Rights Statute is susceptible to the 
subjective interpretation urged by the Attorney General of what constitutes a threat “to 
inflict harm on a person or a person’s property,” than the statute would therefore be void 
for vagueness: “A ‘vague’ law, for purposes of First Amendment analysis, impermissibly 
delegates basic policy matters to policemen, judges, and juries for resolution on an ad hoc 
and subjective basis, with the attendant dangers of arbitrary and discriminatory 
application.” Montenegro v. New Hampshire Div. of Motor Vehicles, 93 A.3d 290 (N.H. 
2014) 

A statute is unconstitutionally vague when it either “fails to provide a person of 
ordinary intelligence fair notice of what is prohibited, or is so standardless that it 
authorizes or encourages seriously discriminatory enforcement.” United States v. 
Williams, 553 U.S. 285, 304 (2008); see also Hill v. Colorado, 530 U.S. 703, 732 (2000). 
“The operative question under the fair notice theory is whether a reasonable person 
would know what is prohibited by the law.” Tingley v. Ferguson, 47 F.4th 1055, 1088 
(9th Cir. 2022) “The terms of a law cannot require ‘wholly subjective judgments without 


statutory definitions, narrowing context, or settled legal meanings.’” Id. (quoting Holder 
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v. Humanitarian L. Project, 561 U.S. 1, 20 (2010) ). The standardless enforcement theory 
asks whether the law provides “objective standards” that “establish minimal guidelines to 
govern . . . enforcement.” See Gonzales v. Carhart, 550 U.S. 124, 150 (2007). 

Vague statutes are particularly objectionable when they “involve sensitive areas 
of First Amendment freedoms” because “they operate to inhibit the exercise of those 
freedoms.” Cal. Tchrs. Ass’n v. State Bd. of Educ., 271 F.3d 1141, 1150 (9th Cir. 2001) 
(citing Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 108-09 (1972) ). The Supreme Court 
has said that “when a statute ‘interferes with the right of free speech or of association, a 
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more stringent vagueness test should apply.” Holder v. Humanitarian L. Project, 561 


U.S. 1, 19 (2010) (quoting Hoffman Estates v. Flipside, Hoffman Estates, Inc., 455 U.S. 


489, 495 (1982)); see also McCormack v. Herzog, 788 F.3d 1017, 1031 (9th Cir. 2015), 
abrogated on other grounds by Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Org., 142 S. Ct. 2228 
(2022) (applying heightened clarity requirement in vagueness challenge to statute that 
implicated a then-existing constitutional right). 

When the challenged law implicates First Amendment rights, a facial challenge 
based on vagueness is appropriate. Cal. Tchrs. Ass’n, 271 F.3d 1141, 1149 (2001); see 
also City of Chicago v. Morales, 527 U.S. 41, 55 (1999). In considering a facial 
vagueness challenge, the court “consider[s] whether a statute is vague as applied to the 
particular facts at issue, for ‘[a] plaintiff who engages in some conduct that is clearly 
proscribed cannot complain of the vagueness of the law as applied to the conduct of 
others.” Holder, 561 U.S. at 18-19 (quoting Hoffman Estates, 455 U.S. at 495). 

The statute is undoubtedly vague as applied to these defendants if the 


interpretation urged by the Attorney General is imposed. Without the essential element of 
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a threat “to inflict harm on a person or a person's property,” under the Attorney General's 
approach the mere declaration of a preference for one racial or ethnic group(s) over 
others is itself such a threat if subjectively any member of the public audience could feel 
“unwelcome” or unsafe. 

The definition of a threat as used in the statute does not appear difficult to 
determine. NH Rev. Stat. sec. 631:4 provides that a criminal threat occurs when a person 
“purposely places another or attempts to place another in fear of Imminent bodily injury” 
or “threatens to commit any crime against the property of another.” 

The dictionary definition is in accord with these meanings. Oxford Languages 
defines a threat as “a statement of an intention to inflict pain, injury, damage, or other 
hostile action on someone.” Merriam Webster defines a threat as “an expression of 
intention to inflict evil, injury, or damage.” 

None of the above common definitions of a threat would give fair notice to a 
defendant that an expression of racial preference or for maintaining the racial 
composition of a community would or could be prosecuted as a threat to commit harm 
against other racial or ethnic groups. If the statute can be interpreted like this, it is 
certainly void for vagueness. 

FREEDOM OF SPEECH CONCERNS 

As has been made clear in the previous discussion, the NH Civil Rights Act is 
being applied against these defendants solely based upon the content of the 
communication. The content-based nature of this enforcement is demonstrated by 
observing that bystanders who could not speak or read English would not have been 


offended. See Cohen v. California, 403 U.S. 15 (1971). 
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When a government tries to regulate protected political speech on account 
of the speech's contents, strict scrutiny applies and the government bears the 
burden of showing that its regulation is necessary to serve a compelling state 
interest and that it is narrowly drawn to achieve that end. Widmar v. Vincent, 454 
U.S. 263 (1981). Strict scrutiny of protected speech reflects the view, implicit in 
the First Amendment (and Article 22 of the NH Constitution) that it is not the 
government’s place to suppress ideas because they are “wrong.” Rather, as Justice 
Holmes said in Abrams v. U.S., 250 U.S. 616 (1919) there should be a “free trade 
in ideas” and truth and merit will become accepted through “the competition of 
the market.” 

Moreover, consistent with the traditionally open character of public streets and 
sidewalks, the government's ability to restrict speech in such locations is very limited. 
McCullen v. Coakley, 573 U.S. 464 (2014). Public ways and sidewalks occupy a special 
position in terms of First Amendment protection because of their historic role as sites for 
discussion and debate. Id. 

So called “hate speech” or speech that disparages other groups or individuals — 
and the Defendants do not by any means concede that their communication conveys such 
a message — has been held by the Supreme Court to still fall within the category of 
protected speech. Speech that demeans on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, 
age, disability, or any other similar ground is hateful, but the proudest boast of the 
Supreme Court's free speech jurisprudence is that it protects the freedom to express hated 


thoughts. Matal v. Tam, 137 S.Ct. 1744, 1754 (2017). 
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New Hampshire decisional law is in accord with these principles established by 
the Supreme Court. [S]peech that one reasonable person finds “offensive to good taste” 
may not be offensive to the good taste of another reasonable person. Montenegro v. New 
Hampshire Div. of Motor Vehicles, 93 A.3d 290, 297 (N.H. 2014). 

The Attorney General’s pleading implies that the defendants’ speech is 
unprotected speech that constitutes the equivalent of a criminal threat, but it fails this test 
as well. In Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444 (1969), the Supreme Court established the 
two-prong test still in use today. Speech advocating the use of force or crime can be 
proscribed only when two conditions are satisfied: 

1) The speech is directed to inciting or producing imminent lawless action; and 

2) The advocacy is also likely to incite or produce such imminent lawless action. 

The Brandenburg case has been followed by a number of cases stressing the two 
requirements of incitement (as distinguished from abstract advocacy) and harm that is 
imminent. All of these cases have involved statements with far more overtones of actual 
illegal conduct than the present case. In Watts v. U.S., 394 U.S. 705 (1969) (conviction 
reversed where the speaker stated “If they ever make me carry a rifle the first person I 
want to get in my sights is L.B.J. (the then president).” (Supreme Court finds that 
statement was not a true threat but a crude expression of political opposition). In Hess v. 
Indiana, 414 U.S. 105 (1973), the defendant and his group were moved off a street by 
police and he stated: “We’ll take the f—king street later.” The Court found that the 
statement was nothing more than advocacy of illegal action at “some indefinite future 


time.” 
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The banner displayed by the Defendants in this matter does not even come close 
to the alleged threats in the above cases that did not qualify as threats for the purpose of 
restrictions on speech. Construing the defendants’ statements in this matter as “threats” 
would be a substantial departure from free speech jurisprudence. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons and in accordance with the plain 
language of the NH Civil Rights Act, Article 22 of the NH Constitution, the First 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and the Due Process Clauses of the 5" and 14" 
Amendments of the U.S. Constitution, Defendants request that this Honorable Court: 

1) Dismiss the Complaint in this matter; and 


2) Order such other and further relief as is just. 


Respectfully submitted, 


The Defendants 
By their attorneys, 


WIL Z 


William E. Gens 
Gens & Stanton P.C. 

12 Ericsson Street, Second Floor 

Boston, MA 02122 

(617) 936-4591 

BBO #556595 (pending pro hac vice admission) 


AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL & 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


1 William E. Gens on oath hereby state that: 


1) Iam pending pro hac vice admission in the above matter. 

2) All factual representations made within the attached motion are true and accurate to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 

3) I hereby certify that on this day a true copy of the above document was served upon the 
Office of the Attorney General for the State of New Hampshire by mail & e-mail. 


DATE: 2/17/12 2 
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EXHIBIT 
1 


(https://www.stanford.edu/) 


< Return to Programs that Educate and Inspire (/programs) 


TALK (/EVENT-TYPES/TALK) 


Keeping Harlem Black 


Wednesday January 22, 2020 
4:30PM-6:00PM 


Keeping Harlem Black 
Harlem historian and activist shares insights 


Michael Henry Adams, a Harlem-based architectural and cultural historian, an activist for historic preservation, and tour 
guide takes us into the Harlem depicted in Jordan Casteel's paintings. Following a tour of black Harlem inspired by the 
paintings, Adams describes the threat gentrification poses to black culture and agency by uprooting and displacing 


people of color from places like Harlem and Oakland. 


IMAGE: Jordan Casteel (U.S.A., b. 1989), Joe and Mozel (Pompette Wines), 2017. Oil on canvas, 90 x 78 in. Collection of Lonti 


Ebers. @ Jordan Casteel. Image courtesy of the artist and Casey Kaplan, New York 
Admission is free 
To RSVP please visit: 


https://www.eventbrite.com/e/83224204837 (https://www.eventbrite.com/e/83224204837) 


WHERE 


Cantor Arts Center 


AUDIENCE 


General Public (/audiences/general-public) 


CONTACT 


650-723-4177 


W TWEET(/#twitter) £ SHARE(/#facebook) ¡YA EMAIL(/#email) 


EXHIBIT 
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Save Chinatown | API PA https://apipennsylvania.org/chinatow 


SAVE CHINATOWN 


Sign the Petition AXIS 


THE THREAT TO PHILADELPHIA'S 
CHINATOWN 


Save Chinatown | API PA https://apipennsylvania.org/chinatown/ 


HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL 
SIGNIFICANCE OF CHINATOWN 


For 150 years, Philadelphia's Chinatown has been the cultural heart of Philly's Asian American 
and Pacific Islander communities, and our community is worth fighting for. Chinatown has been 
the place where we share community, culture, and language. It is where generations of 
immigrants have found home. It is where folks who don't speak English can easily navigate and 
find community, and at a time of rising anti-Asian hate, Chinatown is where we are safe. 


The neighborhood is full of life that the proposed arena would displace. When you walk through 
Chinatown you see children playing, people grocery shopping, friends chatting in bakeries eating 
pastries, seniors taking walks and socializing in the morning, students hanging out after school, 
friends gathering for dinner and lunch, and families going to worship, eat, sing, and drink. 
Chinatown is alive. 


Chinatown has fought for our right to exist, as big developers and the government tried to chip 
away at the edges of our neighborhood to rip out a profit. Our community has been on the front 
lines fighting against the Vine Street Expressway, Convention Center, a federal prison, two 
casinos, a baseball stadium, and more. 


Thanks to the community that has fought for generations to preserve this neighborhood, 
Chinatown is one of the few remaining communities of color and low-income communities in 
Center City, and one of few authentic Chinatowns left in the country. 


SIGN THE PETITION TO SAVE 


CHINATOWN 


Save Philadelphia's Chinatown! 


No matter what we look like, where we come from, or how we make a living, most of 
us want to live in strong and thriving neighborhoods - places where we can safely 


Save Chinatown | API PA https://apipennsylvania.org/chinatown/ 


Advance Native Political Leadership 

Anakbayan Philadelphia 

APALA Philly 

Asian Americans United 

Asian Arts Initiative 

Asian Pacific Islander Political Alliance (API PA) 
Center City Organized for Responsible Development 
Concerned Citizens of Chinatown Association 

Folk Arts-Cultural Treasures Charter School 


Japanese American Citizens League Philadelphia 


Movement Alliance Project 

No Arena In Chinatown Solidarity 
Philadelphia DSA 

Philadelphia Tenants Union 
Philadelphia Jobs with Justice 

Philly Liberation Center 

Racial Justice Organizing Committee 


Save UC Townhomes Coalition 


Stadium Stompers 


Students for the Preservation of Chinatown (SPOC) 


Vietlead 


EXHIBIT 
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EXHIBIT 
5 


